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1. in this action for misuse of private information, breach of confidence and 
harassment, ; appear for the Claimant. My learned frfencf, Michael Silverleaf QC, 
appears for the First Defendant 

2. The Claimant h the personal assistant to the actor Judo Law. He is also the company 
secretary to Mr Law's film company. 



■5. The First Defendant was the publisher of the News of the World newspape; which 
had a considerable readership in this jurisdiction and which also published its 
content on its website wvw.new^o^ ^iiid.e^rn,. The Second Defendant was a 
private investigator engaged by the hirst Defendant to carry out various investigative 
activities. His methods Included the blagging of information from mobile phone 
companies and elsewhere and the unlawful interception of vo'tcemaj! messages. 



A. from around early 7003 until nt least 2006, there weie a number of articles 



published in :he News of the World about Mr Law, which contained Intrusive a-ic3 
private information. Although these articles contained £i lot of inaccurate 
Information, fcbe articles generally contained at least a grain of truth which the 
Claimant and Mr Law did riot Know the source of. As a consequence, the Claimant 
and Mr Law could not understand how this private information was ending up in 
the public domain. One article, which was published m 2003, even referred to 
pnone calls that the Claimant made on arrival to an airport 

5. As a consequence of these articles, the Claimant and Mr Law started to become 
concerned about the security of their mobi/e telephones and their communications. 
In addition to this, over the same period, the Claimant and Mr Law experienced 
unusual activity on their mobile phsnes including hang up calls and new messages 
appearing as oJd messages, A number of their fWprjds 3nd family also experienced 
simiiaj susoicious activity. 

G. The Claimant and Mr Law a : so noticed that Journalists and/or photographers 
appeared to know in advance where they were going to be. Tfvs meant that when 
they turned op at meetings or a planned rendezvous, there were often 
photographers and journalists already present. 

7. In the light of all these concerns., the Claimant arranged for both he and Mr Law to 
change their mobile phones and also to put. their mobile phones m another name. 
They also hired security consultants to undertake sweeps of Mr Law's home and 
rer, in order to ensure that no bugs had been installed. Despite all these 
precautions, articles st II appeared rn the News of the World and other papers. This 
caused further distrust and suspicion between the Oaimant and Mr law 2nd those 
close to them. 

S. fn June 201.0, the Claimant discovered that his mobile number and direct dial 
number appeared in the evidence that Sienna Miller had obtained bom the 



Metropolitan Police pursuant to the disclosure order made by Mr Justice Sweeney 
on 1 June 2010. In addition 10 this, the Claimant subsequently discovered from 
Vodafone, his mobile phone provider, that there had been suspicious activity on his 
account over the relevant period and that someone had triad to access the details 
of his account, 

f J. Furthermore in early 2011., sifter the commencement of Operation Wceting, the 
Claimant and Mr Law were both approached by the Metropolitan police and were 
shown evidence that their voieernail messages had been intercepted as well as 
other confidential information. In addition to this, both the Oattant and Mr L?w 
were played a number of recorded messages that they had left over 5 years ago on 
the voicemail service of Mr law's ch Idren's nanny, Jade -Schmidt, it we? dear from 
the evidence shown to them by the Police that they had both been targeted over a 
considerable period of time, from at least 2003-2006. 

10. The Claimant issued proceedings against the First and Second Defendants for 
misuse of private information, breach of confidence and harassment, The Claimant 
served detailed Particulars of Claim which have subsequently been amended after 
further evidence came to light. Both Defendants indicated their Intention to defend 
the entre ciain and have served Defences, 

11. L* its Defence, the first Defendant made a number of specific admissions. Since 
then, on 13 December 2011, the First Defendant made * series of extensive general 
admissions in relation to the interception of votcemail messages, ft has become 
clear and the First Defendant now accepts that the Defendants targeted the 
Claimant and the Claimant's voicemail messages and those of his employer and 
friends over a considerable period of time, from at least January 2003. 

n. I am here today to anneur.ee that the first Defendant has accepted liability and has 
agreed to pay damages to the Claimant In the sum of £40,000 plus hfs leg* I costs 



as. Purch-crmare.. both Defendants tism -a'io uuS&taken not \t> further access me 
C'itenfs vcklceivwH msasffgei o. vo pyfefen ;.hc Oa&wtarti unlawfully obtained 
private informs lion or put him .mdei Mfn/ti3&SftG& 

34. My lm% tm behali ef ihe Firs! Defendant, I confirm eve^yih :ng my rrteraJ, Mr 
Thomson, has said. 

l/se hirst Mer^ani is ncr e lOday, ttequgh me, ;o offer its sirens apologies fo 
Caiman* fer xhc damage as well as IN distress, caused to IV rn oy the b^gginjt; cf 
confidential IrfomwjGr, from numerous sources imd lh$ accessing o* his voiternail 
massages. The first Defendant acknowledges the! tin rnfi&rroatifrn should never h#vi? 
oKCjrt otoin&d or used in the manner it was and tfww the i-irst Defendant is ffobJe for 
misuss of private ipf or mattan, breach of confidence and harw&neftt; 

IS, in she light o? Hie order whicr has bee-i -facta and th% staeetnent, the Claimant 
comers *hnv no Is fully vindicated. 





